The article describes the strong power of tests and the fact that tests lead to far-reaching and high-stakes decisions and consequences about individuals and groups. Further, there is evidence that tests are often introduced by those in authority as disciplinary tools, often in covert ways for the purpose of manipulating educational systems and for imposing the agendas of those in authority. Yet, such uses of tests as instruments of power violate fundamental values and principles of democratic practices. The article proposes a number of assessment strategies which are based on democratic principles so that society can guard and protect itself from such undemocratic practices. The principles include the need:
• for citizens in democratic societies to play a participatory and active role and transfer and share power from elites to and with local bodies; • for those who develop powerful tools to be responsible for their consequences;
• to consider voices of diverse and different groups in multicultural societies; and • to protect the rights of citizens from powerful institutions. These lead to assessment practices which are aimed at monitoring and limiting the uses of tests, especially those that have the potential to exclude and discriminate against groups and individuals. Specifically, assessment practices include the need:
• to examine the uses of tests through critical language testing (CLT);
• to develop assessment models that are based on shared and collaborative models; • to assume a growing responsibility for those who are engaged in test development and use; • to examine the consequences of tests;
• to include different voices in assessment, especially in multicultural societies; and • for test-takers to protect and guard their rights from the authority and misuses of tests.
I Introduction
In all modern societies individuals are subject to tests, whether to enter educational programs, to pass from one level to the next, or to be granted certificates to practice. Tests play a major role as their results have far-reaching implications for individuals and educational systems; tests can create winners and losers, successes and failures, the rejected and the accepted. Yet it is often performance on a single test, on a single occasion, at one point in time that leads to the irreversible and far-reaching high-stakes decisions. Given the importance of tests, testers in recent years have begun to focus on the uses, impact and consequences of tests and their role in educational, social, political and economic contexts. This emphasis is different from traditional approaches in which the task of the tester would end at the point when psychometrically sound results had been satisfactorily achieved. Use-oriented testing, on the other hand, is concerned with the uses of tests in their relation to curriculum, ethicality, social class, politics and knowledge, and their impact on individuals and educational systems.
II Tests as tools of power
In examining the uses of tests there is ample evidence that they are powerful tools, often introduced in undemocratic and unethical ways for disciplinary purposes and for carrying out various policy agendas. Shohamy (1993; 2001) has demonstrated how tests are used by groups in authority to manipulate educational systems and to impose the personal agendas of those in authority. This misuse of tests is possible given the high-stakes contexts in which they operate: those who are affected by them (i.e., individual and educational systems) change their behaviour in accordance with the agendas of the tests in order to maximize their scores. The consequences of such uses of tests are often narrowness and a reductive redefinition of existing knowledge, an act that can be perceived as unethical. Bourdieu (1991) elaborates further on the uses of tests as instruments of power by discussing their 'symbolic power' which, he argues, is enhanced by a number of mechanisms: using tests as rites of passage, socializing the public, creating a dependency in test-takers on tests from an early age and encouraging a perception of test results as the main criterion of worth. Further, test results are endowed with economic value and thus can provide a means for controlling knowledge. House (1998) writes about the myths which are spread regarding the promising effects of tests and how they are turned into ideologies.
Such observations led Tollefson (1995) How can tests continue to be so powerful, so influential and so dominating, and to play such a central role in society, without any resistance on the part of those who are affected by them? Bourdieu (1991) explains the wide public acceptance of and trust in tests in an unwritten contract between those in power, who want to dominate, and those who are subject to tests, who want to be dominated in order to maintain their place and status in society. The need of those who are subject to tests to perpetuate and maintain social order causes them to grant power to those in authority who introduce tests. Tests, then, are instrumental in reaffirming societal power and in maintaining social order, which explains their dominant position and the fact that not only are they unchallenged, unmonitored and uncontrolled, but in fact enjoy enormous trust and support on the part of the public and of institutions.
III Democratic perspectives on assessment
Yet the uses of tests as instruments of power violate fundamental values and principles of democratic practices. The power of tests is in the hands of powerful organizations that control and define knowledge in their own terms, often without any form of consultation with pedagogical experts and negating existing knowledge as expressed in curricula. Tests are often used as ideologies in the belief that their introduction will upgrade learning, although there is no evidence that this in fact occurs. Test takers have no say about the content of tests and about the decisions made based on their results; worse, they are forced to comply with the demands of tests by changing their behaviour in order to succeed on them. Test-takers are, moreover, not aware of their rights and very rarely defend these rights as individuals. Further, the content and knowledge contained in tests represent the interests of those in power, who are often interested in perpetuating their domination and in excluding unwanted groups. This phenomenon is especially relevant in multicultural societies which consist of groups with diverse linguistic, cultural and academic knowledge (Taylor, 1998) . Finally, there is rarely any examination of the impact and consequences of tests. Most societies lack official bodies assigned to monitor the uses and consequences of tests, unlike in the case of other tools used in democratic societies.
In an effort to create testing practices which are more democratic, a number of principles are proposed. These principles follow the elements of liberal democracy as defined by Taylor (1998: 143): It is rule of the people, by the people, and for the people, and today the 'people' is taken to mean everybody, without the unspoken restrictions that formerly excluded peasants, women, or slaves.
These principles are: 1) the need to monitor and limit the uses of tools of power, especially those with the potential for exclusion and discrimination; 2) the need for citizens to play a participatory and active role, and for elites to transfer and share power with local bodies; 3) the need for those who develop tools of power to assume responsibility for their consequences; 4) the need to consider the voices of diverse groups in multicultural societies; 5) the need to protect the rights of citizens from powerful institutions.
Applying the above principles to democratic assessment practices implies the following:
1) the need to apply critical language testing (CLT) to monitor the uses of tests as instruments of power, to challenge their assumptions and to examine their consequences; 2) the need to conduct and administer testing in collaboration and in cooperation with those tested; 3) the need for those involved in the testing act to assume responsibility for the tests and their uses; 4) the need to consider and include the knowledge of different groups in designing tests; 5) the need to protect the rights of test-takers.
Each of these democratic assessment practices is discussed below.
The need to apply critical language testing (CLT) to monitor the uses of tests as instruments of power, to challenge their assumptions and to examine their consequences
Critical language testing refers to the need to question the uses of tests as tools of power and to examine their uses in education and society; the link with Messick's concern for the consequences of tests (Messick, 1989 ) is clear. Below are examples of the issues that CLT can address (for greater elaboration, see Shohamy, 2001 ):
• CLT examines the intentions of tests by asking whether they are meant to assess and negotiate knowledge or define and dictate it. It asks whether that knowledge is limited to those in power who want to maintain and preserve it or represents the knowledge of diverse groups in society.
• CLT acknowledges that as the knowledge of any tester is incomplete, there is a need to rely on additional knowledge sources in order to obtain more accurate and valid descriptions and interpretations of knowledge. This involves a variety of stake holders, including policy makers, test-writers, students, parents and teachers.
• CLT challenges the uses of 'the test' as the only instrument to assess knowledge and favours the use of multiple procedures, which together can provide a more valid picture for interpreting the knowledge of individuals and groups. In doing so it challenges psychometric traditions and favours interpretive ones in which different meanings and multiple interpretations of test scores can be considered, rather than attempting to arrive at an absolute truth.
• CLT engages in a wider sphere of social dialogue and debate and confronts the roles that tests play and have been assigned to play in society by competing ideologies and the discourse that is thereby constructed. It draws testers towards areas of social processes and the power struggles embedded in democracies.
• 
The need to conduct and administer testing in collaboration and in cooperation with those tested
This refers to the need for citizens to play a participatory and active role in democratic processes so that power is transferred from elites to local bodies. According to Giroux (1994: 36) democracy takes up the issue of:
transferring power from elites and executive authorities who control the economic and cultural apparatus of society to those producers who yield power at the local level and is made concrete through the organization and exercise of horizontal power in which knowledge needs to be widely shared through education and other technologies of culture.
Thus, new models of assessment follow principles of shared power, collaboration and representation, and can therefore be viewed as more democratic. In the power model, knowledge and values reflect those in authority, with little attention being given to other agents, including test-takers. Freire (1985) rejects such power models and promotes democratic ones in which a meaningful dialogical relation exists between two partners: the evaluator and the evaluatee.
Evaluation, that is, and not inspection. Through inspection, educators just become objects of vigilance by a central organization. Through evaluation, everyone is a subject along with the central organization in the act of criticism and establishing distance from the word. In understanding the process in this way, evaluation is not an act by which educator A evaluates educator B. It's an act by which educators A and B together evaluate an experience, its development, and the obstacles one confronts along with any mistakes or error. Thus, evaluation has a dialectical character . . . It's essential that members of the evaluating organization deeply believe that they have as much to learn from educators directly linked to popular bases as those who study at the bases. Without this attitude, the evaluators from an external organization will never admit to any gap between their view of reality and reality. By believing they possess the truth, the evaluators act out their infallibility. And with such hypotheses, when they evaluate, they inspect (p. 23-25).
Such approaches change the balance of power between tester and testtaker and assumes that the tester is no longer the 'know it all' who owns all knowledge. Instead, knowledge is complex; testing professionals do not have all the answers. Darling-Hammond (1994) argues that assessment needs to change: • from a sorting mechanism to a diagnostic support;
• from external monitors of performance to locally generated tools for inquiring deeply into teaching and learning; and • from purveyors of sanctions for those already undeserved to levers for equalizing resources.
Adopting democratic principles along such lines implies that the act of testing is a mutual effort between testers and test-takers; other sources of knowledge are also important, e.g., construct-assessment knowledge via dialogical and cooperative means as well as groups of people such as parents, teachers and peers. Freedman (1993) argues for working collaboratively with schools and communities, involving teachers, administrators, students and parents. Fetterman et al. (1996) promote the notion of 'empowerment evaluation' whereby collaborative approaches to evaluation are used to foster improvements in programs. A form of self-evaluation and reflection is used, in which the evaluators act as facilitators and collaborators rather than as experts and counsellors. They claim that such an approach is fundamentally democratic as it invites participation through which issues of concern to the entire community are examined in an open forum. In some approaches, local groups -test-takers, students, teachers and schools -share power by collecting their own assessments, using multiple assessment procedures (portfolios, self-assessment, projects, observations and tests) which can provide rich evidence, properly revealing of those whose knowledge is being assessed. The professional tester serves mostly as a facilitator who assists in the strategies of collecting the information and in its interpretation. In other models power is transferred from central bodies to local ones, such as when external examinations are abolished in favour of local and internal assessment. However, such an approach is often criticized on the grounds that the power relationship is simply being transferred to the teacher, who too may engage in undemocratic behaviour in the classroom. Broadfoot (1996) demonstrates how in some situations such approaches may lead to an illusion of democracy, as teachers become the new servants of central systems; she refers to this as 'a new order of domination' (p. 87). Thus, the preferred model, in the classroom as well, is not a transfer of power, but the sharing of power with local bodies. It is collaboratively based on a broader representation of different agents, central and local, who, together, go through a process of contextualization of the evidence obtained from different sources. Through constructive, interpretive and dialogical sessions each participant collects data and demonstrates it in an interpretive and contextualized manner. This approach can then be applied on the national, district or classroom context. It suggests therefore that assessment of students' achievement ought to be seen as an art, rather than a science, in that it is interpretive, idiosyncratic, interpersonal and relative.
There are a number of examples that demonstrate the use of such models. Moss (1996) gives example of contextualization and shared authority with regard to certification. In this model the decision about certification is made locally, through dialogue among those professionals who are familiar with the candidates and/or with contexts in which the candidates work; this dialogue is based on portfolios as well as on documented observations and interactions over time with the candidate. In this way triangulation of different methods strengthens the dependability and validity of decisions. The state or other outside evaluators would assume more of an auditing role to ensure that the process would be equitable, would reflect state or professional standards, and would be sufficiently rigorous to protect the public from the licensure of incompetent professionals. Shohamy (1996) reports on an assessment model where the language proficiency of the immigrant students is assessed by a number of agents:
• teachers, who collect data via tests and observations;
• the test-takers themselves, who provide evidence of their language performance through self-assessment and portfolios; and • a standardized diagnostic test, administered by a central body.
The information obtained from all these agents through the various instruments is then gathered, processed and interpreted in an assessment conference, where language teacher, classroom teacher, student and, occasionally, a parent discuss and interpret the information in order to arrive at meaningful recommendations for pedagogical and learning strategies for language improvement. Dialoguing has been applied in the field of program evaluation by Nevo (1996) . Such an approach can be used in the assessment of language; moreover, it is based on a two-way relationship and operates on the assumption that nobody knows everything, but that both parties know something, and through dialoguing they will learn more.
One important component in the application of such democratic models of assessment is the consideration of multiple sources of evidence, on the assumption that tests are limited in what they can assess and that there is therefore a need for procedures to assess areas that cannot be tapped by tests. The application of collaborative and shared models is of special importance in the classroom as it provides students with the experience of democratic assessment behaviour from an early age as they become aware of the need to guard and protect their rights from the assessment machinery of centralized bodies.
Another dimension of shared power is based on the connection between testing and learning. Fredriksen and Collins (1989) introduced the notion of 'systemic validity' in which a closer connection exists between testing and learning. They contend that information obtained from tests can contribute to improved learning when tests are connected to the learning that takes place in the classroom. In systemic validity the introduction of tests is a dynamic process, so that changes in the educational system take place according to feedback obtained from tests.
The need for those involved in the testing act to assume responsibility for the tests and their uses
This aspect of democratic assessment practice requires that those who develop powerful test instruments be responsible for their consequences. Davies (1997) observes the growing awareness among language testers of questions of the morality of language testing. He poses difficult questions about the ethics and morality of language testers and asks: The language tester, Davies argues, has both professional and moral obligations. No social science is immune from such a requirement as it becomes less and less tenable for academic disciplines to allow their researchers the liberty to make up their own minds as to the conduct and practice of their professional research. He raises issues which can create conflicts, such as the relationship with stake holders, the relationship between bias and fairness, washback, the politics of gatekeeping and the conflict between fairness and face validity.
Once testers become aware of misuses of tests in society they are faced with serious dilemmas as to their professional roles and responsibilities. Is the test-developer responsible for the uses and misuses of tests? What is the role of the tester once he or she notices misuses? Is his or her role at that point to warn against misuses or to take specific steps, such as using sanctions against misuses? Or perhaps it is not the responsibility of the tester at all to worry about the test-takers after a test has been handed to the users? Shohamy (2001) considers five views of the responsibility of language testers: 1) Ethical responsibility: Davies argues for an ethical perspective of professional morality, defined as a contract between the profession, the individual and the public, thereby safeguarding all three. Yet such a contract involves its own clear dilemmas, such as ensuring a balance between a professional ethical code and the individual moral conscience, and even the question of the right of the profession to exist. Yet, at the same time, Davies argues for a limit on what is achievable in terms of responsibility for consequences:
. .
. the apparent open-ended offer of consequential validity goes too far. I maintain that it is not possible for a tester as a member of a profession to take account of all possible social consequences (p. 336)
2) Responsibility for making others aware: This means that the only responsibility a tester has for the use of tests is to point out to society the intentions, effects and consequences of tests. Accordingly, the role of the tester is to collect data about the dimensions and aspects of use and to make this information known and accessible to the users and the public. 3) Responsibility for all test consequences: Hamp-Lyons (1997: 302) argues that the role of the tester is broader and that he or she needs to accept responsibility for all consequences:
The responsibility of language testers is clear: we must accept responsibility for all those consequences which we are aware of. Furthermore, there needs to be a set of conditions and parameters inside which we are sure of the consequences of our work and we need to develop a conscious agenda to push outward the boundaries of our knowledge of the consequences of language tests and their practices.
4) Responsibility for imposing sanctions:
This refers to the imposition of sanctions, that is, not just to collecting data on intentions and effects and making the public aware of such findings, but also imposing sanctions, forbidding the use of tests which are misused and punishing those who violate standards of correct testing practice. This argument views the tester as responsible for the product, and therefore obliged to forbid its use when it is found to be defective. In this view, constructing a test is identical to manufacturing other products in society. The responsibility of the tester is similar, for example, to the responsibility of a manufacturer who designs a defective car or poisonous drug or who engages in malpractice. The manufacturer has a responsibility to generate a quality product, and failure to do so results in penalties for any damaging outcome. 5) Shared responsibility: This view refers to the need for shared responsibility whereby the responsibilities for good conduct are in the hands of all those who are involved in the testing process.
Shared authority implies shared responsibility as well. This view is based on the notion that testers need to admit that their knowledge is limited, that measuring knowledge by a single test administered by testing bodies cannot cover all domains of knowledge, and that the testers do not have all the answers when undertaking assessment. Testers and test-takers should engage in a mutual constructive effort, working together to construct the meaning of knowledge. The responsibility of the tester, then, is to admit the limitations of the profession and to construct knowledge in a responsible way, by working together with a number of groups of users who accumulate evidence of the knowledge that is being assessed. Responsibility also means using a variety of critical testing methods, such as those mentioned above. Specifically, it implies the need to be critical about tests and their uses, to collect data on the effects and consequences of tests, to warn against misuses and to protect all those involved in the act of testing: both testers and test-takers. Thus, the responsibility for collecting data about the quality of the instruments as well as for their uses is not only the responsibility of the tester but also of those with whom the tests are used and on whom the tests have an effect (intended or not). These include test-takers as well as others who are in charge of civil and fair behaviour in society, such as courts and human rights groups.
Codes of practice have been developed to give guidance on how testers could act responsibly. Codes of ethics cover areas such as the professional's role in society, integrity, conflicts of interest, diligence and due care, confidentiality, and communication with clients and the public. A Code of Ethics has been adopted by the International Language Testing Association (ILTA, 2000) .
The need to consider and include the knowledge of different groups in designing tests
This refers to the principle of considering the voices of diverse groups in multicultural societies. Most nations in the world today consist of groups that define themselves as 'different' along a number of dimensions such as culture, language, religion, sexuality, gender, ideology, economics and politics. These groups demand recognition of their 'differences'. In the past, these groups, especially immigrants and indigenous groups, were expected to conform and assimilate to the dominant majority and to assume its values and ideologies. However, nowadays, in a growing number of societies, groups that define themselves as 'different' demand recognition for their 'differences' and do not feel that they have to conform to the dominant majority and would rather preserve and maintain their own uniqueness. Such groups demand recognition, respect and the right to participate. The most direct implication of multiculturalism within education and assessment involves the notion of 'knowledge', as defined differently by different cultural groups. There are three related models of assessment:
• In an assimilative model there is no appreciation of previous knowledge and it is expected that 'different' groups will acquire the knowledge associated with the dominant group.
• In a recognition model the different knowledge is perceived as valuable and often groups are granted credit and awards for the knowledge and are encouraged to maintain and cultivate it.
• In an interactive model the knowledge of the 'different' groups influences the knowledge of the dominant group and enriches it.
Even in societies that recognize multiculturalism as part of society there is rarely recognition of the specific and unique knowledge of the different groups in schools as educational leaders often continue to strive for homogeneous knowledge for all. This is especially apparent in educational assessment where there is a gap between curricula and assessment as curricula may contain statements and intentions recognizing diverse knowledge, while tests are based on homogeneous knowledge. It is well known that in many centralized societies the testing policy is the de facto educational policy. It is often through high-stakes standardized tests, which are capable of affecting and defining knowledge, that the unique knowledge of different groups in multicultural and plurilingual societies receives no recognition and is eventually erased. The consequence is even more serious as these tests serve as gatekeepers to exclude those who do not control the dominant knowledge. The application of democratic principles in this case implies a need to consider different groups in the process of test construction and to consider their knowledge as legitimate knowledge. There is a need to reject the notion that the standards of performance for immigrants and other groups are derived from comparisons with the dominant groups (norm referenced) and are viewed as deficient and, instead, to find ways to assess the existing knowledge of different cultural groups (criterion referenced). There is also a need to understand the politics of testing (the real intentions) and to reject situations in which testers are being used to 'carry out the orders' of central agencies, who will always attempt to perpetuate existing dominant views. There is a need therefore to carry out extensive research into the knowledge of different groups, and to identify the specific areas in which these groups have strengths, advantages and problems. This approach also implies the need to involve members of different groups as participants in the development and design of tests in order to identify and represent these forms of knowledge. In situations where different groups request rights and power there is a need to move away from a model whereby the testing profession is involved in knowledge standardization. Instead, the goal should be to democratize testing so that it responds to the needs of many new multicultural/plurilingual societies in which different groups demand recognition of their differences as they move away from the traditional nation-state model; instead, immigrants and indigenous groups are recognized for their differences.
The need to protect the rights of test-takers
This refers to the rights of individuals in democratic societies to be protected from powerful institutions. This can take place through procedures such as a bill of rights, codes and litigation. In a testing situation the individual test-takers should have a mechanism for protection.
The concept of the 'rights of test-takers' is relatively new; traditionally the test-taker has had no rights and this situation continues. Instead of having rights, the test-taker has been viewed mostly as a black box and has been important only in the context of computing the psychometric properties of tests. There is specific knowledge that the test-taker is expected to know, and this is defined by those who have designed the tests; the test-taker is expected to comply with this definition.
As Shohamy (2001) argues, test-takers are the true victims of tests in this unequal power relationship between the test as an organization and the demands put on test-takers; they do not have the right actively to pursue or understand the inside secrets of tests. It is rare for a test-taker to protest, complain or claim that the test did not fit their knowledge; the authority of tests has been accepted without question.
However, the growing involvement of the public in education throughout the 1990s, and the increased power to legislate in a number of areas, has been extended to the area of testing as well. There have been a number of court cases seeking legal redress for real and/or perceived violations of rights, and this in turn brings testing programs to court. Notable among legal issues are race or gender discrimination, unfairness, and the violation of due process, including failure to give sufficient notice for a test or failure to give opportunities for hearings and appeals. Among the educational testing practices brought to court are minimum competence standards, teacher certification tests (designed to control who is allowed to teach in a state) and college admissions testing.
Applying this democratic principle can occur in a number of ways:
• Questioning the uses of tests: Test-takers should view it as their right to question tests and the values inherent in them. Test-takers can also question the test results and methods wherever there is a feeling that the rights of the test-taker have been violated. They may have been tested on unfamiliar material, using unfamiliar methods; the test results may be used for purposes for which they were not intended.
• The right not to be tested: Punch (1994) refers to whether the test-takers have been clearly told that they are being tested, what they are being tested for and what will be done with the results of the testing. Test-takers, it is believed, should also have the right to refuse to be tested. Valdes and Figueroa (1996) , arguing that the information obtained from tests used for bilinguals is uninterpretable, propose the abolition of all testing of circumstantial bilingual persons when such tests are used to select, certify, or guide interventions for individuals. It is realized, however, that this is a long process. Given the present power of tests, which are in the hands of powerful institutions -whether these are testing organizations, schools or teachers -it is difficult for individuals to question and protest. A strategy that is recommended is the establishment of advocacy groups, the role of which is to protect test-takers from powerful organizations. This is no different from suing doctors for malpractice as a result of bad medical treatment.
• Litigation: Rogosa (quoted in Rothstein, 2000) , a well-known psychometrician from Stanford University, noted in relation to a specific widely used test used to determine promotion of students:
Surprisingly, there has not yet been a wave of lawsuits by parents of children penalized largely because of a single test score. As more parents learn about the test's actual accuracy, litigation regarding high-stake decisions is bound to follow. Districts and states will then have to abandon an unfair reliance on single tests to evaluate students.
• Privacy and confidentiality: This refers to whether test-takers are harmed by reporting results from a test that denies them entrance to institutions, or that prevents them from accessing social and economic resources. Lynch (1997) stresses that it is not the act of testing that is to blame, but the fact that certain realities in society call for selection based on merit; tests are efficient tools for such selection. The recommendation is that there should be honesty with regards to the purpose of the test, its practice and methods.
• the testing community and lay people and the need to create a common language with which persons of differing background can discuss matters of technology in thoughtful, critical terms. Specifically, there is a need to acquaint all groups who have concerns about tests and their use with the techniques and terminology of the testing community so that they can enter into the discourse without being dismissed as naive. Applying democratic practices implies that testing cannot remain a field that belongs only to testers but rather that test-takers and the public at large need to be part of a mutual discussion.
IV Discussion
Tests, originally developed for democratizing purposes, have been utilized in undemocratic acts as they have become tools for centralized authority for power and control and for the manipulation of educational systems. Tests are found in the middle of a number of competing battles:
• between the need of central agencies for control, and the desire for individual freedom; • between the urge of groups for a common unifying knowledge, and open and creative knowledge; • between a monolingual 'one language for all' policy, and multilingual tolerance; • between the public need for symbolic devices of social order, and the need of individuals and groups for personal expression and freedom;
• between increased control in growing technological societies, and fluid and relative knowledge; • between resentment of control by centralized agencies, and the need for control in order to maintain status and social order; • between individual and group expression and freedom, and practical concerns and ideological forces.
There are, therefore, different views with regard to the current state and future prospects of tests. On the one hand, there are those who believe that the testing era is over, that there is no room for such authoritarian tools in postmodern, multicultural societies where knowledge is relative and fluid, and where groups -linguistic and others -demand legitimacy and respect, identity and rights. Valdes and Figueroa (1996) argue for a radical yet equitable proposal in the context of the testing of bilinguals. They propose a declaration of a national moratorium and suspension of all testing of bilingual persons when such testing involves decision making about individuals. They claim that tests provide uninterpretable information and have farreaching implications for these individuals in selection, certification or intervention. They argue that instruments that are based on standardization of whole populations, of all people using the same yardsticks, pose major obstacles to self-expression. On the other hand, there are those who think that tests should continue to exist and with more power and control than ever. After all, tests can be the most beneficial tools for battling those who demand to share power and to legitimize multicultural postmodern agendas. For example, it may be easy to fight the proponents of Ebonics with standardized English tests. Similarly, it is possible to fight bilingual education by introducing uniform English tests as criteria for entrance and acceptance as part of the 'English only' agenda. Broadfoot (1996) is even more far-reaching in her view of the future of tests. She argues that it is the combination of technology and bureaucracy that will enable central groups to further increase their power and thus move away from overtly political judgments about educational policy in favor of a technocratic ideology which legitimizes policy decisions in terms of an objective, rational process of decision making leading to the growing powerlessness of the individual to resist the effects of an increasingly intrusive state machinery. (Broadfoot, 1996: 217-18) There is also another view: that tests are here to stay but in different shapes and forms. Such a view contends that the true power of tests is that they offer pedagogical benefits in the form of feedback leading to more effective learning and teaching. Yet tests have emerged as powerful tools that violate important principles which must be guarded in democratic societies. The enormous power of tests has met very little resistance from those who are affected by the results of the tests. Thus, while tests can be used for beneficial and constructive purposes, at the same time it is important to guard against central bodies and authoritarian agencies who seek ways to use tests in unethical and undemocratic ways for power and control.
This article has proposed a number of ways by which society can guard and protect itself from such undemocratic practices, by monitoring the power of tests. Specifically it has suggested: • the examination of the uses of tests in the form of critical language testing; • the developments of shared and collaborative assessment models;
• the growing responsibility of those who are engaged in test development and use to examine the consequences of tests; • the inclusion of various different voices in assessment; and, finally: • a number of ways by which test-takers can protect themselves from the authority and misuses of tests. Thus, the message of this article is not a call for the abolition of tests, but a call for practising democratic testing that requires shared authority, collaboration, the involvement of different stake holders (test-takers included) and the monitoring of undemocratic uses of tests. There is a need:
• for continuous examination of the quality of tests;
• for in-depth insight into how they are used;
• for the public exposure of test misuse; and • for the education of the public as to the motivations, harmful effects and consequences of tests. The price of such approaches is high as it takes more time, involves more people, requires greater resources and involves compromise, as all democratic practices do. However, if tests are so central and also represent such strong potential for misuses, the price is worth paying. This is the challenge that language testers need to face.
Language testers need to think about: • how such democratic testing practices can be carried out;
• what some of the new methodologies are that have to be developed in order to follow such practices; • how more democratic testing can be pursued while at the same time guarding the validity of the tests; and • how test users can be convinced not to use tests that do not meet such requirements. Testers must therefore assume an active role in following the consequences and uses of tests, must guard against misuses and must offer assessment models that are more educational, democratic, ethical and, at the same time, valid. Pretending that tests are neutral only allows those in power to misuse them with the instruments that testers have provided them. Studies of the use of tests as part of test validation on an ongoing basis are essential for the integrity of the profession. Language tests fall at the crossroads of many conflicts and should therefore be studied, protected and guarded as part of the process of preserving and perpetuating democratic cultures, values and ethics.
